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the means by which his constituents can pre-
serve arecord of the property they have lost,
or the evidence of tiile to the property de-
stro) ed. i

Mr. NecLey. Thereis nolaw in existence,
of course.

Mr. Cuargg. I think Congress passed alaw
by which certain citizens could make known
their claims against the general government,
established a board, and these citizens have
their remedy there.

Mr. Ne6LEY. I understand that law did
not pass Congress.

Mr.CL:RrE. We have a court of claims;
that is in existence.

Mr. Ngorey. And Congress has expressly
said that none of these claims shall come be-
fore that court.

Mr. CLarke. My own impression was that
it only excluded losses of negroes. I have
known appropriations to be made by Con-
%Gess to cover loss.s in the country adjoining

ashington. I saw an sappropriation the
other duy by which a party got paid for his
houses on the Virginia shore, destroyed by
federal authoiity.,

Mr. Necuey. But not for property de-
stroyed by the rebeis.

Mr. Cuarke. 1 do not propose by this sec-
tion to raise now even the question of the
right of compensation for negroes, or the
question of the right of the gentleman's con-
stituents to compensation. This section does
not raise 1hut question at all. It only asks
that & mode of proof may be adopted to per-
petuate the proof ot title. If the gentle-
man suys he Ln8 no mede or manner in which
to perpetuate pruof, I am willing to vote for
any propcsition which he may offer to pre-
serve the evidence of title of any property
his constituents may have lost. I wish to
make no distinction between classes. The
reason why the property he referred to was
not embraced in tnis proposition when it was
adopted was because the gentleman from
Baltimore city (Mr. Stirling) withdrew a pro-
position to thut effect, although we had ex-
pressed on our side a readiness to embody
the proposition in this section, and if there is
any fauit it is upon the other gide and not
upon ours.

One word furtber. This morning when I
stated some reasons for the adoption of this
gection, irrespective of the question of com-
pensatiun, I simply alluded to this fact as one
réason for it8 udoption—that if there should
be any appropriaiivn made by the general
government the difficulty would ‘exist of es-
tablishing who were the owners of this pro-
perty and entitled to receive ahy compensa-
tion, if made. But that i3 not'the only rea-
son.

The question is a very grave one, and isto
be met hereafter.” It is known that there are
a large number of trustees, guardians, and
other parties who have been holding slave

property in their charge. Negroes have been
going off from time to time during the last
two or three years. Now, what can execu=
tors and guardiansde? The court will not
allow this property to be struck off the re-
turns of the estate. The parties have adver-
tised this property as part of the assets; it is
gone. You now cume forward and say
sluvery shall be abolished. It may be that
when.slavery is abolished the orphang’ courts
will ufid€ake to strike this property off en-
tirely. atis a very grave question. The
law of Maryland only operates upon the ne-
gro within the State. Would the orphans’
court have any right to say thac this property
should be strisken off, as the law is not ex-
tra-territorial, and the property is uot within
the State? And what is to be done in this
case in regard to the preservation of title?
Or suppose the orphans’ court say to the ex-
ecutor—you ghall strike off a!l this property
and get credit for it. Some time hence, say
ten years, an appropriation is made by the
federal government to pay those who are at
this time owners of siave property. The-
guardian has had this property struck off,
and has had credit for it. Tbeguardian may
be dead ; several guardians may have been
appointud ; several admiuistrations may have
taken place. The question comes up—whois
to receive this money 7 Who were the owners
of this property? The party may be dead
who could establish the ownership. The
guardian, administrator, or trustee, who had
the evidence of title, may be dead. The
question might come up, when the fund was
appropriated, aud-there would be no evidence
to establish the right of the minor or the
creditor to this property—the quesiion might
come up whether it was not the laches or the
negligence of the guwdian or administrator
that this title was not preserved, or that he
had not taken evidence to preserve it; and
the question might also come up whether they
would not be respounsible upon their bonds,
it ‘they cannot -esiablish the title to the ne-
groes when the appropriation shail have been
wade,

There are various questions which might
arise upon this subject. And it 15 for the
reasons that all these instances may be pre-
served in some legal shape or form, for what-
ever reason these questious may hereafter
arise in our courts of law, that this section
proposes simply to authorizeand iustruct the
fegislature to pass a law to preserve the proof
of title to this property, so that hereafier
should there be any appropriation made par-
ties may have the menns of saying where this

roperty was at different times. Itis to avoid
all those questions which might grow out of
the confusion which would resuit from wiping
out this institution, and bhaving no provision
in the law of the State in any manner or
form to preserve the evidence of the title;
giving rise to conflicting questions, losses, and



